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ON 

RELIGIOUS  RIGHTS  AND  MINORITIES 


RELIGIOUS  LIBERTY  IN  MEXICO 

Report  of  the  Deputation  to  Mexico,  Appointed  by  the  American  Committee 
on  Religious  Rights  and  Minorities 


FOREWORD 

The  American  Committee  on  Religious  Rights  and  Minorities  has  been 
studying  the  restrictions  that  are  being  imposed  upon  religious  liberty  in  various 
lands.  They  justify  grave  concern.  The  struggle  for  the  freedom  of  churches 
and  the  rights  of  men  to  worship  God  according  to  their  own  conscience,  which, 
a generation  ago  appeared  to  be  victorious,  has  suffered  serious  reverses  in  recent 
years,  and  the  struggle  must  be  renewed  under  trying  conditions.  The  situation 
in  Mexico  is  not  an  isolated  one.  Our  Committee  has  investigated  like  conditions 
in  Russia,  Germany  and  Roumania,  and  has  published  the  results  of  its  inquiries. 
There  appears  to  be  a world-wide  recrudescence  of  an  intolerant  spirit.  It  is 
significant  that  this  spirit  is  being  manifested  not  so  much  by  ecclesiastical  bodies 
as  by  governments  which  appeared  to  be  determined  either  to  subordinate  the 
Church  to  a totalitarian  State  or  to  eliminate  it  altogether. 

The  Committee  shares  the  anxiety  of  fair-minded  men  everywhere  over  the 
recent  course  of  the  Government  of  Mexico.  The  reports  of  what  is  taking  place 
have  been  so  confliaing  and  confusing  and  have  been  so  generally  regarded  as 
ex  parte,  that  the  Committee  decided  last  spring  to  send  a deputation  to  Mexico, 
composed  of  laymen  of  such  known  character  and  standing  and  of  such  varying 
religious  faiths,  Protestant,  Roman  Catholic  and  Jewish,  as  to  insure  a thorough 
and  disinterested  inquiry  that  would  command  general  confidence.  The  Com- 
mittee was  fortunate  in  securing  as  members  of  this  Deputation,  Dr.  Philip 
Marshall  Brown,  former  Professor  of  International  Law  in  Princeton  University, 
(a  Protestant)  ; the  Hon.  Carl  Sherman,  former  Attorney-General  of  the  State 
of  New  York,  (a  Jew)  ; and  the  Hon.  William  Franklin  Sands,  diplomat  of 
many  years  experience  in  Central  and  South  America  and  Mexico  (a  Roman 
Catholic).  This  deputation  visited  Mexico  last  summer,  and  performed  its 
delicate  task,  as  we  were  sure  it  would,  with  signal  ability  and  fairness.  The 
Committee  now  makes  its  Report  publicly  available. 

The  Committee  desires  to  make  clear  that  it  is  not  concerned  with  the  social 
and  political  policies  of  the  Mexican  Government,  and  that  it  freely  recognizes 
that  as  the  deputation  has  well  said,  "Mexico  has  a right  to  develop  her  recon- 
struction plans  without  interference  from  outside  sources,  and  we  scrupulously 
respect  and  urge  for  a sympathetic  understanding  of  her  efforts  in  the  betterment 
of  her  laboring  classes."  The  Committee  appreciates  the  difficulties  which  the 
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Government  is  experiencing  in  carrying  through  these  reconstruaion  plans  and 
has  no  disposition  to  embarrass  their  development.  The  Committee  is  con- 
cerned solely  with  the  question  of  religious  liberty,  the  inalienable  right  of  the 
individual  to  freedom  in  his  religious  life  and  of  the  Church  to  function  in  its 
own  sphere  without  restraint  by  the  State.  The  question  at  issue,  therefore,  is 
whether  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  denying  this  religious  liberty  to  its 
people.  The  Report  of  this  open-minded  Deputation  will,  we  think,  make 
irrefutably  clear  that  the  Government  is  doing  this,  and  that  it  is  not  simply 
endeavoring  to  free  itself  from  former  ecclesiastical  interference  in  affairs  of 
state  but  that  it  is  seeking  the  abolition  of  religion  itself  in  substantially  the 
same  way  as  the  Soviet  Government  of  Russia.  While  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  is  more  direaly  affected  because  it  is  the  largest  religious  body  in  Mexico 
and  the  one  most  closely  related  to  the  Government  in  former  generations,  the 
laws  apply  to  all  religious  bodies  alike,  Protestants  and  Jews,  as  well  as  Roman 
Catholics.  Judged,  not  by  the  criticisms  of  opponents,  but  by  the  enactments 
of  the  Government  itself  and  the  declarations  of  its  own  officials,  the  deliberate 
purpose  is  not  merely  the  correction  of  alleged  abuses  in  any  Church  but  the 
extirpation  of  all  religion  in  the  country.  Since  the  return  of  the  Deputation, 
still  further  confirmation  of  this  has  been  given  by  President  Cardenas’  decree 
in  September  for  the  nationali2ation  of  Church  properties;  which  is  one  of  the 
harshest  and  most  oppressive  anti-religious  laws  ever  passed  in  any  land.  Such 
a policy  justifies  the  strong  protest,  not  only  of  the  Mexican  Churches  and  their 
members  but  of  the  friends  of  religious  liberty  in  other  lands,  irrespeaive  of 
their  church  affiliations. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  most  effective  way  to  deal  with  a situation 
of  this  kind  is  through  the  operation  of  an  informed  and  enlightened  public 
opinion.  It  therefore  appeals  to  the  Government  and  people  of  Mexico  and 
to  intelligent  and  fair-minded  people  in  America  and  other  countries  to  study 
the  following  Report  of  the  Deputation,  to  extend  its  circulation,  and  to  take 
such  steps  as  they  may  deem  proper  to  aid  in  the  development  of  a public  senti- 
ment which  the  Government  of  Mexico  cannot  ignore  without  forfeiting  the 
respea  of  the  civilized  world.  To  this  end,  the  Committee  invites  the  coopera- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Minorities  of  the  International  Federation  of  the 
League  of  Nations’  Societies,  and  the  Committees  on  Minorities  of  other  or- 
ganizations in  Europe.  The  Committee  intends  to  continue  its  investigations 
and  it  is  planning  for  the  preparation  of  supplementary  material  regarding  the 
historic  background  of  the  situation  in  Mexico  and  the  numerous  related  matters 
that  are  involved. 

Arthur  J.  Brown,  Chairman 

Henry  A.  Atkinson  1 _ 

LinleyV.  Gordon  | Secretaries 

70  Fifth  Avenue,  Netv  York,  N.  Y. 

September,  1933 
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REPORT  ON  THE  RELIGIOUS  SITUATION  IN  MEXICO 

A consideration  of  the  specific  Mexican  conflia  between  the  Church  and 
State  requires  recognition  of  the  various  manifestations,  in  the  last  few  decades, 
and  in  various  parts  of  the  world,  in  the  direction  of  the  social  revolution  for 
the  liberation  and  uplift  of  the  common  man;  that  the  struggle  for  economic 
freedom,  for  a fuller  measure  of  mental  and  physical  betterment,  is  being  vig- 
orously carried  on  by  and  for  manual  laborers  in  many  lands;  that  the  social 
revolution  in  Mexico,  though  involving  other  factors  and  arising  from  other 
causes,  partakes  of  the  same  general  aspects,  in  its  development  as  the  mani- 
festations in  Russia,  Germany,  Spain,  Turkey  and  other  countries;  and  that 
these  social  revolutions,  though  varied  in  form,  develop  certain  charaaeristic 
phenomena,  whether  they  come  by  way  of  a dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,  the 
totalitarian  state,  military  following,  or  minority  party  domination.  Thus  in 
Mexico,  as  in  these  other  lands  of  revolutionary  social  reform,  there  has  emerged 
the  class  warfare,  with  its  attendant  bitterness,  hatred  and  violence,  with  the 
Government  in  power,  at  first,  anti-clerical,  then  anti-religious,  the  conflict 
eventually  leading  to  the  desire  of  government  to  destroy  religion  by  banning 
religious  teaching  and  substituting  therefor  a rationalistic.  Godless,  or  atheistic 
education. 

More  than  75%  of  the  present  16,000,000  population  in  Mexico  are  Roman 
Catholics.  Approximately  30%  are  practically  full-blooded  Indian  and  56% 
are  predominantly  Indian  (Mestizo).  There  are  probably  less  than  150,000 
Protestants  and  only  approximately  16,000  Jews.  A great  part  of  the  Indian 
population  lives  under  primitive  conditions  and  the  rest  are  mainly  in  the 
laboring  class. 

In  recent  years  the  responsibility  for  social  reform  in  Mexico  has  been  in 
the  hands  of  the  National  Revolutionary  Party,  which  placed  in  power  the 
various  governments,  including  the  present  government,  which  have  dealt  with 
the  social  reform  program.  We  take  it  as  unanswerable  that  Mexico  has  a 
right  to  develop  her  reconstruction  plans  without  interference  from  outside 
sources,  and  we  scrupulously  respect  and  urge  for  a sympathetic  understanding 
of  her  efforts  in  the  betterment  of  her  laboring  classes.  We  must  also  recog- 
nize that  the  recent  and  present  administrations  still  regard  their  administrations 
as  a continuation  of  the  "revolution,”  which  must  still  deal  with  unique  features 
peculiar  to  the  country.  The  millions  of  Indians  are  still  to  be  emancipated 
through  a program  in  which  are  incorporated  (a)  progressive  labor  rights,  with 
the  fixing  of  minimum  wages  and  hours  and  conditions  of  labor,  (b)  redis- 
tribution of  land  to  farm  laborers,  (c)  modern  system  of  education  including 
comprehensive  and  advanced  rural  school  programs,  (d)  measures  for  improved 
hygienic,  medical  and  moral  conditions,  and  (e)  control  of  natural  resources 
and  regulation  of  industries.  These  are  all  the  declared  purposes  and  constitute 
a part  of  the  six-year  plan  of  the  National  Revolutionary  Party,  in  which  is  also 
involved  the  declaration  for  a Socialist  education  to  which  references  will  later 
be  made. 

While  we  so  insist  on  a sympathetic  understanding  for  these  ideals,  and 
while  we  see  in  actual  progress  a gradual  liberation  of  the  great  mass  of  the 
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Indian  population,  it  is  necessary  to  point  out  that  since  1910,  when  the  revo- 
lutionary program  became  greatly  intensified,  there  have  been  numerous  revolu- 
tions of  aaual  warfare,  with  personal  rivalries  between  ambitious  politicians. 
The  leaders  who  have  gained  power  have  usually  placed  autocratic  and  personal 
government  to  the  fore;  many  of  them  with  the  achievement  of  power  have 
enriched  themselves;  and  they  have  often  lost  sight  of  the  promised  political 
and  social  ideals  of  the  revolution.  We  must  say  that  the  revolutionary  party 
and  the  revolutionary  leaders  have  been  maintaining  themselves  without  any 
attempt  to  permit  the  people  to  express  themselves  in  a free  vote  or  any  other 
form  of  democratic  expression.  The  constitution  and  laws  cannot  be  said  to 
express  the  desires  or  will  of  the  Mexican  people.  Nor  is  the  revolutionary 
leadership  firmly  united  on  a clear  understanding  of  the  present  program.  No 
doubt  some  of  the  revolutionary  leaders  have  sincerely  understood  the  rightful 
claims  of  the  Indian.  Others  have  in  some  vague  way  sought  to  adopt  what  is 
called  the  socialistic  ideology.  Only  a few  are  sincerely  maintaining  a tenacity 
of  purpose,  which  appears  to  be  communistic  in  some  respeas  although  not 
avowedly  so. 

In  considering  these  developments,  it  is  important  to  understand  that  with 
the  revolutions  came  Mestizo  and  Indian  dominance.  In  all  of  the  recent 
Governments  and  in  the  National  Revolutionary  Party  the  important  places 
of  leadership  are  in  Indian  hands.  The  "whites”  and  Spanish  are  praaically 
excluded  from  power  or  influence.  This  has  resulted  in  an  intense  nationalism 
with  the  tendency  to  reject  everything  conneaed  with  Europe  and  the  white  race. 

In  the  course  of  the  social  revolution  within  which  there  has  been  ever 
present  the  desire  of  those  in  power  to  fear  the  loss  of  such  power,  there 
has  arisen  a profound  and  violent  antagonism  between  the  Church  and  the 
State.  Oftimes,  the  line  of  demarcation  between  the  respeaive  fields  of  in- 
terest and  rights  of  the  State  and  Church  could  not  be  ascertained  with  precision 
or  according  to  any  very  clear  principle — resulting  in  clashes  between  Govern- 
ment officials  and  the  hierarchy.  The  State  has  charged  the  Church  with  being 
inimical  to  social  reforms  and  progress.  The  Church  in  turn  has  charged  the 
Government  with  interference  in  spiritual  affairs.  We  do  not  feel  qualified  to 
analyze  each  of  these  controversies  for  finding  the  side  of  merit,  nor  have  we 
any  desire  to  point  out  the  recriminations  which  emanated  from  them,  or  from 
the  isolated  incidents  and  quarrels  which  resulted  from  these  controversies. 
We  desire  to  show  without  consideration  of  complex  or  partisan  argument,  the 
aaual,  accurate  and  conclusive  facts  as  they  exist  today,  or,  at  least,  as  they  have 
existed  during  the  past  decade,  and  in  their  relation  to  present  conditions. 


In  this  and  other  lands  a "free  Church  in  a free  State”  is  an  accomplished 
fact.  To  approach  the  problem  where  there  is  conflict  between  Church  and 
State  it  is  essential  that  we  understand  the  generally  accepted  American  concept 
of  religious  liberty,  and  for  that  purpose  the  principle  as  expressed  by  the  Vir- 
ginia Declaration  of  Rights  on  June  12,  1776,  is  most  appropriate. 

"Religion,  or  the  duty  which  we  owe  to  our  Creator,  and  the 
manner  of  discharging  it,  can  be  direaed  only  by  reason  and 
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conviction,  not  by  force  and  violence,  and  therefore  all  men  are 
equally  entitled  to  the  free  exercise  of  religions  according  to  the 
dictates  of  conscience.” 

We  regard  that  principle  as  inalienable  and  a fundamental  of  civilization, 
superior  even  to  the  organic  law  of  any  land.  The  preceding  revolutionary 
governments  of  Mexico  have  recognized  this  principle  in  the  various  constitu- 
tions and  it  remains  incorporated  in  Article  24  of  the  present  Mexican  consti- 
tution, to  wit: 

"Every  man  is  free  to  profess  the  religious  beliefs  he  desires  and 
to  praaice  the  ceremonies,  devotions  and  other  aas  of  his  sea, 
either  in  the  temples  or  in  his  home,  when  such  praaice  does  not 
constitute  a transgression  of  the  laws.” 

We  therefore  approached  the  problem  with  the  inquiry:  Does  the  Mexican 
government  recognize  the  religious  rights  guaranteed  by  this  provision  and  is  it 
according  reasonable  proteaion  thereof  to  the  various  religious  faiths  within 
its  domain.^ 

While  the  various  enactments  of  law  as  they  stand  at  present  are  directed 
against  all  religious  seas,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  religious  con- 
troversy originated  between  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  and  the  various  pre- 
ceding revolutionary  governments.  Some  of  the  present  measures  were  then 
directed  at  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  and  originated  with  the  constitution  of 
1857  and  at  various  periods  during  the  past  75  years  the  property  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  has  been  seized  by  the  government  and  other  measures  directed 
at  the  hierarchy  were  enforced.  The  constitution  of  1917  was  even  more  drastic 
in  its  repressive  measures  against  the  church. 

Even  after  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1917  with  its  drastic  anti-clerical 
provisions,  the  praaical  interpretation  and  application  of  the  constitution  with 
the  laws  and  decrees  enacted  to  give  effect  thereto,  did  not  at  once  result  in 
anything  like  the  present  anti-church  and  anti-religious  program.  It  is  now 
apparent  that  the  National  Revolutionary  Party  which  controls  the  government 
of  Mexico  has  with  deliberation  embarked  upon  a program  aimed  at  the  de- 
struction of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  and  with  it  the  destruction  of  all  re- 
ligions. This  policy  can  succeed  if  the  National  Revolutionary  Party  can 
accomplish : 

1 . Its  announced  primary  purpose,  to  prohibit  the  teaching  of  any 
religion  to  children  in  public  or  other  schools. 

2.  Its  often  disavowed  but  nevertheless  plainly  unconcealed  pur- 
pose to  at  first  so  limit  the  clergy  and  the  number  of  churches  as  to 
make  the  influence  of  the  clergy  insignificant,  and  later,  wherever 
possible,  to  entirely  prohibit  the  existence  of  churches  and  clergy. 

To  effect  these  results  the  National  Revolutionary  Party  has  incorporated 
in  the  constitution  a series  of  provisions  which  constitute  the  undisputed  written 
organic  law  of  the  land  in  direct  violation  of  the  safe-guards  provided  for  in 
Article  24  of  the  same  constitution  and  has  caused  the  National  Congress  and 
various  State  Legislatures  to  enact  laws  which  must  also  be  regarded  as  violative 
of  the  said  Article,  as  follows: 
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EDUCATION 

Article  3 of  the  constitution  as  amended  December  1934  now  reads  as 
follows: 

”1.  Education  imparted  by  the  State  will  be  socialistic,  and 
furthermore  will  exclude  all  religious  doctrines  and  combat 
fanaticism  and  prejudices,  and  toward  this  end  the  school  will 
organi2e  its  teachings  and  aaivities  so  as  to  imbue  in  the  young 
a rational  and  exact  concept  of  the  universe  and  of  social  life. 

"2.  Only  the  State  federation.  States,  municipalities  shall  im- 
part primary,  secondary  or  normal  education.  Authority  may 
be  granted  private  individuals  who  desire  to  impart  education 
in  any  of  these  grades,  but  always  subject  to  the  following  norm: 

"(a)  The  activities  and  teachings  of  private  schools  must  fol- 
low, without  any  exception  whatever,  the  precepts  of  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  article.” 

The  laws  of  June  14,  1926,  also  deal  with  education  in  these 
respeas. 

Article  3rd  provides,  teaching  in  official  establishments  of  education,  as 
well  as  primary — elemental  and  superior — instruction  at  private  schools  will 
be  laic. 

Article  4th:  ‘'No  religious  corporation  or  minister  of  any  religion  can 
establish  or  direct  schools  of  primary  instruaion.” 

Article  5th:  “Private  schools  can  only  be  established  under  the  official 
surveillance.” 

At  present  Article  3 is  quite  generally  enforced  throughout  all  of  the 
States  of  Mexico  (with  the  exception  of  a few  states,  such  as  San  Luis  Potosi  and 
Nueva  Leon  where  practically  none  of  the  anti-clerical  and  anti-religious  laws 
are  enforced.)  Insofar  as  religious  teaching  in  the  primary  and  elementary 
schools  is  concerned,  inspectors  of  the  Board  of  Education  investigate  the  con- 
ditions in  the  private  and  public  schools  to  see  to  it  that  no  religious  teaching 
of  any  kind  is  given. 

No  exact  definition  as  to  what  is  meant  by  so-called  “rationalistic”  or  “laic” 
education  is  available  from  authoritative  sources.  Nor  do  the  same  sources  give 
exact  definition  of  what  is  intended  by  socialistic  education.  The  official  spokes- 
man for  the  government  now  denies  that  the  atheistic  doctrines  of  the  Marxian 
and  similar  schools  of  thought  are  to  be  taught  in  the  mandatory  requirements 
for  a socialistic  education.  When  the  government’s  program  was  first  an- 
nounced it  met  with  strenuous  opposition  from  both  parents  and  teachers, 
especially  when  inspectors  of  the  Department  of  Education  with  anti-religious 
views  attempted  to  define  their  views  to  the  teachers  in  the  schools.  There 
was  particular  opposition  on  the  part  of  parents  to  a contemplated  form  of  sex 
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education.  Nevertheless  it  can  be  definitely  stated  that  it  is  the  view  amongst 
educators  in  Mexico  that  socialistic  education  in  one  form  or  another  is  ulti- 
mately intended  to  provide  a materialistic  and  atheistic  form  of  instruction  for 
the  youth  in  the  primary  and  elementary  schools.  In  that  connection  it  is 
interesting  to  know  that  even  among  the  social,  agrarian  and  labor  reformers 
no  considerable  government  group  aims  toward  communism.  Radical  labor 
party  leaders,  however,  who  claim  for  themselves  a large  part  of  the  credit  for 
writing  Article  3 into  the  constitution,  while  disavowing  an  intent  to  abolish 
capitalism  and  adopting  communism,  admit  that  their  anti-religious,  anti- 
clerical and  rationalistic  education  policies  are  taken  bodily  from  the  com- 
munistic program.  It  is  also  interesting  to  know  that  these  labor  leaders  re- 
gard the  National  Revolutionary  Party  program  in  these  respects  to  be  insincere 
and  demagogic  and  consider  it  their  duty  to  compel  the  National  Revolutionary 
Party  to  put  into  actual  practice  what  they  have  succeeded  in  embodying  in  the 
fundamental  and  statutory  law  of  the  land.  At  times  there  have  been  in- 
fluential groups  definitely  committed  to  the  communistic  program  in  some  of 
the  past  governments.  Such  influence  in  the  present  government  is  rather 
insignificant.  It  can  be  said,  however,  that  there  was  no  widespread  fear 
amongst  teachers,  educators,  clergy  of  the  Protestant,  Jewish  or  Catholic  churches 
that  general  atheistic  or  communistic  teachings  would  immediately  be  made 
effective  in  the  schools,  although  in  some  of  the  more  radical  states  such  teach- 
ing is  meeting  with  a measure  of  success.  Even  in  those  states  the  present 
government  does  not  seem  to  be  in  sympathy  with  the  carrying  out  of  such 
form  of  education.  There  were  evidences  that  the  present  government  would, 
for  the  time  being,  weaken  the  policy  toward  socialistic  or  atheistic  education 
in  those  states. 

The  controversy  between  the  government  and  the  Roman  Catholic  and 
Protestant  clergy  on  this  issue  is  clear  and  well  defined.  The  Catholic  and 
Protestant  educational  leaders  concede  the  right  of  federal  or  state  government 
to  fix  the  minimum  requirements  of  a compulsory,  non-religious,  secular, 
public  or  private  school  education.  They  vigorously  assert  that  it  is  the  right 
of  parents  to  educate  their  children  in  schools  as  to  matters  of  religious  belief. 
The  government’s  answer  is  that  parents  may  teach  their  young  children  what- 
ever religious  belief  they  desire  in  their  homes,  but  until  the  child  has  com- 
pleted its  primary  and  elementary  school  education  religious  teaching  of  any 
kind  in  school  must  be  absolutely  banned. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  PROVISIONS,  FEDERAL  LAWS  AND  STATE 
LAWS  DIRECTED  AGAINST  THE  CLERGY,  CHURCH 
PROPERTY  AND  CHURCH  ORGANIZATION 

Inasmuch  as  the  government  claims  that  many  measures  which  the  church 
opposes  as  oppressive  are  merely  intended  to  curb  the  church  in  its  temporal 
aspects,  it  is  manifestly  important  to  examine  the  various  enactments  with  a 
view  toward  ascertaining  their  purpose  and  to  ascertain  whether  the  results  ac- 
complished are  destructive  or  restriaive  of  religious  freedom  in  its  spiritual 
aspects. 
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PROVISIONS  FOR  CONFISCATING  CHURCH  PROPERTY 

Article  27  of  the  constitution  provides  among  other  things  as  follows: 

”...  Religious  societies,  known  as  churches,  of  any  belief  what- 
soever, may  under  no  circumstances  acquire,  possess  or  admin- 
istrate real  estate  or  properties,  nor  mortgages  on  same;  those 
which  they  now  have,  either  in  their  own  names  or  in  that  of  a 
third  person  will  pass  to  the  dominion  of  the  Nation,  and  it  will 
be  the  duty  of  every  person  to  denounce  to  the  Government  any 
properties  known  to  belong  to  the  churches.  Strong  presumptive 
proof  will  be  sufficient  to  declare  the  denouncement  well-founded. 

The  temples  destined  for  public  worship  are  of  the  property 
of  the  Nation,  represented  by  the  Federal  Government,  who  will 
designate  which  should  continue  being  set  aside  for  the  purpose 
mentioned.  The  bishoprics,  curacies,  seminaries,  asylums  or 
schools  kept  up  by  religious  societies,  convents,  or  any  other 
building  which  may  have  been  construaed  or  intended  for  the 
administration,  propagation  or  teaching  of  any  religion,  will 
immediately  pass,  by  inherent  right,  to  the  public  service  of  the 
Nation,  to  be  destined  exclusively  to  the  public  service  of  the 
Nation  or  of  the  States,  under  their  respective  jurisdiaions. 

The  temples  of  public  worship  ereaed  in  future,  will  be  the 
property  of  the  Nation.  Public  or  private,  charitable  institu- 
tions whose  object  is  to  aid  the  needy,  institutions  for  scientific 
investigation,  those  for  the  spreading  of  knowledge,  mutual 
benefit  societies,  or  any  others  organized  for  a legitimate  purpose, 
may  not  acquire,  hold  or  administrate  mortgages  on  property, 
unless  the  period  of  the  mortgage  exceeds  ten  years.  In  no  case 
may  such  institutions  be  under  the  patronage,  direction,  admin- 
istration, charge  or  vigilance  of  religious  corporations  or  institu- 
tions, nor  of  a minister  of  any  sect  even  though  he  may  not  be 
actually  exercising  his  funaions ” 

It  will  be  noted  that  not  only  is  all  directly-owned  church  property  na- 
tionalized but  churclies  and  ministers  of  religion,  even  though  not  aaually  ex- 
ercising their  functions  as  such,  may  not  participate  in  the  direaion,  patronage 
or  administration  of  any  private  charitable  or  educational  institutions. 

Pursuant  to  the  above  constitutional  provision  and  as  a part  of  the  laws 
of  June  14,  1926,  the  following  further  laws  were  enaaed: 

"Art.  21st.  Religious  associations  entitled  churches,  whatever 
their  creed  may  be,  have  no  capacity  whatever  to  acquire,  possess 
or  administer  real  estate,  nor  capitals  imposed  upon  them;  those 
at  present  held  direaly  or  through  an  intermediate  will  im- 
mediately enter  the  dominion  of  the  Nation,  and  public  aaion 
is  hereby  granted  to  denounce  those  whicli  are  in  such  con- 
dition. 
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‘'Persons  who  conceal  the  estates  and  capitals  referred  to  in  this 
article  will  be  punished  with  one  to  two  years  imprisonment. 

The  intermediates  will  suffer  same  penalty. 

"Art.  22nd.  Temples  destined  to  public  worship  are  property 
of  the  Nation  represented  by  the  Federal  Government,  who  will 
determine  those  which  will  continue  devoted  to  their  purpose. 

"Bishoprics,  curacies,  seminaries,  asylums  or  schools  belonging 
to  religious  associations,  convents  or  any  other  building  con- 
structed or  destined  to  the  administration,  propaganda  or  teacli- 
ing  of  a religious  worship  will  pass,  of  plain  right,  to  the  Na- 
tion’s dominion,  and  will  be  destined  exclusively  to  public 
services  of  the  Nation  or  the  States,  in  their  respective  juris- 
dictions. 

"Persons  who  destroy  or  do  any  harm  to  said  buildings  will  be 
punished  with  one  to  two  years  imprisonment,  and  will  be  sub- 
ject to  civil  responsibility." 

By  virtue  of  these  laws,  as  fully  as  can  be  ascertained,  all  churches,  convents, 
monasteries  and  seminaries  in  Mexico  have  been  nationalized.  Between  No- 
vember 1,  1931,  and  March  15,  1935,  266  churches  and  rectories  in  various 
states  have  been  retired  from  religious  uses  by  decree  of  the  president  and  a 
number  of  these  have  been  razed  or  converted  to  other  uses. 

The  confiscation  of  church  property  is  not  of  recent  origin  but  has  been 
the  subject  of  controversy  between  church  and  state  for  many  years.  The 
Roman  Catholic  Church  has  voiced  its  protest  against  the  nationalization  of  its 
properties.  The  question  of  where  actual  title  to  church  property  is,  is  probably 
academic  if  the  federal  and  state  governments  permit  the  use  of  these  prop- 
erties for  purposes  of  worship.  However,  it  would  appear  that  by  the  enact- 
ment of  these  laws  and  enforcement  thereof  it  is  the  irrevocable  policy  of  the 
revolutionary  government  to  nationalize  all  church  property.  The  claimed  jus- 
tification for  such  all-inclusive  nationalization  and  confiscation  of  church 
property  has  been  based  on  the  theory  that  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  had  a 
large  amount  of  unnecessary  property  holdings  and  that  such  large  ownership 
of  property  constituted  an  encroachment  on  the  government’s  temporal  power. 
If  there  were  any  justification  for  such  position  it  would  appear  that  the  Na- 
tional Revolutionary  Party  could  at  least  permit  Catholic,  Protestant  and  Jewish 
church  bodies  to  own  sufficient  property  for  their  actual  needs  in  church,  hos- 
pital, school,  welfare  or  spiritual  effort.  Certainly  the  confiscation  of  all 
property,  whether  needed  or  not  for  these  purposes,  is  an  arbitrary  and  repres- 
sive interference  with  the  church  bodies. 

RESTRICTIONS  AS  TO  NUMBER  OF  ROMAN  CATHOLIC  PRIESTS 

Prior  to  the  restrictive  measures  commencing  in  1926,  the  records  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  authorities  indicate  that  there  were  4,493  Roman 
Catholic  priests  throughout  the  various  states  in  Mexico  serving  a professing 
Catholic  population  of  upwards  of  15,000,000  inhabitants.  Under  the  present 
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constitution  the  federal  government  is  given  all  authority  with  respea  to  mat- 
ters of  religious  worship,  except  that  the  states  have  jurisdiaion  to  fix  the 
number  of  ministers  of  religious  creeds.  With  respect  to  this  Article  130 
of  the  constitution  provides  as  follows: 

"Only  the  State  Legislatures  may  determine  the  maximum  num- 
ber of  ministers  of  religious  creeds,  according  to  the  needs  of 
each  locality.” 

In  at  least  fifteen  states  the  state  governments  have  either  fixed  the  number 
of  priests  at  one  or  two  or  have  entirely  prohibited  any  priests  whatsoever  from 
funaioning.  The  total  number  of  priests  at  present  functioning  (from  records 
of  the  church  authorities)  in  thirty  states  is  197,  of  whom  166  are  in  the  three 
so-called  liberal  states  of  San  Luis  Potosi,  Oaxaca,  Jalisco  and  the  Federal  Dis- 
trict. No  figure  is  available  for  the  state  of  Nueva  Leon  but  inasmuch  as  this 
is  one  of  the  very  liberal  states  the  number  will  probably  be  substantially  in- 
creased. Certainly  in  the  states  in  which  the  priests  are  entirely  prohibited  or 
in  which,  nominally  one  or  two  priests  are  allowed,  such  states  have  totally 
disregarded  the  provision  of  the  constitution  requiring  the  State  Legislatures 
to  determine  the  number  "according  to  the  needs  of  each  locality.” 

The  number  of  churches  lawfully  open  as  places  of  worship  are  in  most 
instances  permitted  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  priests  fixed  by  the  various 
state  laws.  In  granting  mankind  the  freedom  "to  praaice  the  ceremonies, 
devotional  acts  of  his  sect,”  it  is  essential  for  the  preservation  of  that  right  that 
persons  of  the  Catholic,  Protestant  and  Jewish  faith  have  available  for  their 
respeaive  places  of  worship  a sufficient  number  of  churches  and,  with  respea 
to  their  various  ceremonies,  the  services  of  a sufficient  number  of  clergy.  This 
is  especially  manifest  in  the  case  of  Roman  Catholics  whose  faith  requires  them 
to  exercise  ceremonies  and  rites  concerned  with  or  a part  of  baptism,  confirma- 
tion, marriage,  confession,  receiving  communion,  attendance  at  mass,  extreme 
unaion  and  other  sacraments  together  with  the  participation  therein  of  the 
priest  chosen  by  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  all  as  an  integral  part  of  the  cere- 
monies and  devotions  within  the  precepts  of  the  Roman  Catholic  religion.  It 
follows,  therefore,  and  we  can  say  without  contradiaion,  that  in  a considerable 
number  of  states  of  Mexico  all  Roman  Catholics  are  deprived  entirely  of  places 
of  worship  and  the  services  of  their  clergy  and  that  in  many  of  the  other  states 
the  number  of  available  churches  and  priests  is  so  limited  as  to  infringe  upon 
the  people’s  rights  to  religious  freedom.  We  can  also  say  that  these  restriaions 
and  limitations  are  not  the  will  of  the  people.  Even  if  these  laws  are  uncon- 
stitutional there  is,  nevertheless,  no  relief  in  the  federal  courts  for  communi- 
cants of  either  the  Roman  Catholic  or  other  faiths  nor  for  the  clergy  which 
might  seek  redress  in  the  courts.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  Supreme  Court  is 
named  by  the  President  to  act  as  such  at  will,  and  the  local  federal  courts  in 
turn  are  named  by  the  Supreme  Court.  As  a result  of  such  system  the  judges 
of  the  courts  are  dependent  on  their  tenure  on  the  will  of  the  President.  In  no 
instance  has  the  Supreme  Court  in  cliurch  litigation  protected  the  citizens  in 
their  constitutional  rights. 
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The  following  compilation  shows  the  approximate  present  number  of 


priests  and  churches  permitted: 

BEFORE 

TERRITORY 

1926 

AT 

STATES 

(Square  Kilometers) 

INHABITANTS 

(Approximate)  present 

Aguascalientes 

6,472  Kms. 

108,628 

200 

2 

Baja  California 

144,094  ” 

92,031 

3 

0 

Campeche 

77,826  •' 

76,509 

9 

0 

Coahuila 

150,395  ” 

466,236 

50 

5 

Colima 

5,205  ” 

109,016 

150 

0 

Chiapas 

14,415  ” 

464,240 

30 

0 

Chihuahua 

245,612  ” 

465,148 

50 

0 

Distrito  Federal 

1,483  ■' 

1,131,875 

400 

25 

Durango 

123,520  ” 

352,519 

150 

2 

Guanajuato 

30,585  ” 

869,519 

200 

? 

Guerrero 

64,458  ” 

628,646 

25 

0 

Hidalgo 

20,884 

646,286 

100 

5 

Jalisco 

80,684  ” 

1,222,647 

800 

29 

Mexico 

21,400  ” 

900,021 

150 

34 

Michoacan 

60,033  ” 

955,331 

620 

p 

Morelos 

4,964  ” 

111,132 

35 

8 

Nayarit 

27,053  ” 

167,539 

90 

5 

Nueva  Leon 

65,103  ” 

346,360 

100 

? 

Oaxaca 

94,211  •• 

1,009,677 

167 

1 

Puebla 

33,995  " 

1,039,375 

400 

23 

Queretaro 

11,480  ” 

299,415 

150 

2 

San  Luis  Potosi 

63,241  ” 

473,046 

100 

56 

Sinaloa 

58,488  ” 

375,524 

50 

0 

Sonora 

182,553  ” 

312,015 

30 

0 

Tabasco 

26,094  ” 

245,419 

12 

0 

Tamaulipas 

83,594  '• 

321,499 

40 

0 

Tlaxcala 

2,027  ” 

182,832 

(included  in  Puebla) 

Veracruz 

71,896  ” 

1,184,913 

182 

0 

Yucatan 

61,976  ” 

381,415 

50 

0 

Zacatecas 

72,843  ” 

391,762 

150 

0 

4,493  197 

OTHER  LAWS  DISCRIMINATING  AGAINST  ThFcLERGY 
The  constitution  forbids  the  establishment  of  monastic  orders;  disqualifies 
the  minister  of  any  religious  sect  from  becoming  a deputy  of  congress  or  senator ; 
disqualifies  anyone  belonging  to  an  ecclesiastical  body  or  minister  of  any  religious 
sect  from  becoming  president;  provides  that  the  law  recognize  no  corporate 
existence  of  the  religious  association  known  as  churches ; provides  that  ministers 
of  religious  creeds  are  considered  persons  exercising  a profession  and  direaly 
subject  to  the  law  governing  the  professions;  makes  it  necessary  to  be  a Mexican 
by  birth  to  be  a minister  of  any  religious  creed ; prohibits  ministers  of  religious 
creeds  from  criticising  the  fundamental  laws  of  the  country,  the  authorities  or 
the  government  in  general,  in  public  or  private;  ministers  are  not  entitled  to 
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vote  and  are  not  eligible  for  office;  prohibits  religious  publications  from  com- 
menting upon  any  political  affair  or  publishing  any  information  regarding  pub- 
lic authorities ; prohibits  any  political  association  from  having  a name  indicating 
any  relation  in  any  religious  belief. 

The  laws  of  June  14,  1926,  deal  largely  with  the  provisions  of  Article  130 
of  the  constitution,  making  violations  thereof  penal  offences  punishable  by  fine 
or  imprisonment.  These  laws  also  provide  as  follows: 

"Art.  10th.  Religious  ministers  can  never,  in  private  or  public 
meetings  or  in  aas  of  worship  or  religious  propaganda,  criti- 
cize the  laws  of  the  land,  the  authorities  or  the  Government  in 
general.  Infractors  will  be  imprisoned  from  one  to  five  years.” 

Art.  18th.  Religious  ministers  or  individuals  of  both  sexes  who 
profess  a religion  cannot  use,  outside  the  church  premises,  especial 
garments  or  badges  v/hich  charaaerize  them ” 

By  Article  20th,  Section  6,  of  the  constitution  trial  by  jury  in  criminal 
cases  is  guaranteed,  whereas  it  is  provided  that  infractions  within  the  provisions 
of  article  130  of  the  constitution,  pursuant  to  which  the  penal  provisions  of 
the  laws  of  June  14,  1926,  against  religion  were  enacted,  are  specifically  denied 
the  right  of  jury  trial. 

Examination  of  these  laws,  (and  they  are  being  enforced  in  most  of  the 
states)  indicate  a definite  discriminatory  policy  by  the  government  against  the 
church. 

PREPARATION  FOR  THE  MINISTRY 

Ministers  of  all  religions  must  be  Mexicans  by  birth.  Where  and  how 
are  the  future  priests  and  ministers  to  pursue  their  studies  and  otherwise  pre- 
pare themselves.^  This  is  a matter  of  grave  concern  to  thoughtful  and  discern- 
ing persons  of  all  sects. 

Article  12  of  the  laws  of  June  14,  1926,  provides: 

"Art.  12th.  Studies  made  in  establishments  devoted  to  pro- 
fessional instruaion  of  religious  ministers,  by  no  means  will  be 
ratified;  nor  any  step  will  be  allowed  to  give  them  validity  in 
the  official  schools.” 

A more  practical  destruction  of  the  means  of  preparation  for  the  ministry 
is  accomplished  through  the  confiscation  of  seminaries  (art.  27,  Const.).  These 
measures  have  resulted  in  praaically  eliminating  the  seminaries  or  other  agen- 
cies for  ministerial  study.  They  demonstrate  the  government’s  attitude  of 
carrying  out,  by  degrees,  a distinct  and  definite  policy  which  can  eventually 
deprive  Catholics,  Protestants  and  Jews  of  their  ministers  of  religion.  It  is 
noteworthy  that  one  of  the  criticisms  against  the  church  is  that  many  of  the 
priests  are  below  the  standard  of  what  they  should  be — and  yet  instead  of  mak- 
ing provision  for  a more  thorough  and  more  scholarly  preparation,  leading  to 
a higher  standard  of  the  clergy,  the  government  is  paving  the  way  for  a priest- 
less people  or  an  uneducated  and  unprepared  priesthood  and  ministry.  Even 
the  harshest  critics  of  the  present  and  former  Catholic  clergy  concede  the  im- 
portant, integral  and  beneficent  influence  of  the  priest  on  the  communal  life 
of  the  Mexican  people.  The  National  Revolutionary  Party  has  proposed  no 
substitute  for  the  priest,  minister  and  missionary. 
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CONCLUSION  AS  TO  LAWS 

We  have  mentioned  the  more  important  constitutional  provisions  and  other 
laws  directed  primarily  at  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  and  its  adherents.  The 
Protestants  do  not  suffer  from  the  laws  limiting  the  number  of  ministers,  but 
are  definitely  concerned  with  the  provisions  dealing  with  education  and  to  some 
extent  with  the  nationalization  of  church  property.  Other  laws,  also  directed 
at  control  or  restriction  of  the  church  and  clergy,  although  provocative,  are  not 
so  clearly  objeaionable  as  unreasonable  encroachments  on  religious  rights. 
We  have  pointed  to  the  meaningful,  well-planned  words  of  the  law,  without 
commenting  on  apprehensions  which  the  clergy  expea  from  harsher  interpre- 
tations or  sterner  administrative  action.  We  have  seen  the  present  physical 
evidences  of  the  effectiveness  of  these  laws.  Whether  some  States  utilize  the 
laws  to  absolutely  eliminate  the  church  and  clergy — and  others  pursue  a more 
liberal  policy — whether  some  schools  will  have  atheistic  teaching  and  others 
not — the  laws  are  there — giving  the  government  the  power  to  oppress  the  church 
if  it  wills  to  do  so. 

Since  it  is  therefore  evident  that  no  one  can  seriously  question  that  these 
provisions  are  both  anti-clerical  and  subversive  of  mankind’s  religious  rights, 
it  is  pertinent  to  ascertain  whether  the  State  can  justify  their  enactment  as  es- 
sential measures  to  safeguard  its  civil  powers.  Analysis  of  the  form,  intent, 
and  effea  of  the  provisions,  does  not  permit  their  justification  as  mere  safe- 
guards of  such  civil  powers.  When  the  result  of  precautionary  laws  is 
that  they  can  and  do  result  in  the  absolute  prohibition  of  religious  teaching  of 
children,  the  complete  closing  of  churches  and  elimination  of  priests  in  most 
of  the  highly  populated  areas  and  inadequate  church  and  clergy  facilities  in  the 
remaining  territory,  there  is  no  longer  a reasonable  separation  of  powers — but 
a complete  destructive  influence. 

The  American  Committee  on  Religious  Rights  and  Minorities  is  vitally 
concerned  in  (1)  opposing  all  movements  or  attacks  effecting  the  curtailment 
or  destruction  of  religion  as  such;  (2)  the  preservation  of  the  individual’s  rights 
to  freely  worship  his  God  and  Creator  in  accordance  with  the  dictates  of  his 
conscience  and  to  otherwise  freely  pursue  his  religious  tenets;  and  (3)  the 
maintenance  of  these  functions  of  the  established  church  bodies  which  are  prop- 
erly within  their  prerogative  of  spiritual  guidance. 

With  these  interests,  we  revert  to  our  inquiry  stated  at  the  outset;  our 
conclusion  thereon  is  definite  and  unmistakable.  We  are  convinced  that  the 
present  Mexican  Government  does  not  recognize  its  constitutional  obligation 
which  guarantees  its  citizens  freedom  to  profess  the  religious  beliefs  or  to 
practice  the  devotions  of  their  seas.  We  also  conclude  that  such  Government 
is  not  according  reasonable  proteaion  to  the  organized  church  bodies,  whereby 
they  may  maintain  their  rightful  functions  in  the  spiritual  leadership  and 
guidance  of  their  respective  sects. 

Signed : 

Philip  Marshall  Brown 
William  Franklin  Sands 
Carl  Sherman 
Members  of  the  Deputation 
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